Appl. No. 10/678,512 

Response to Office Action of May 3, 2004 

REMARKS 

This Response is submitted in response to tlie Office Action mailed on IVlay 3, 
2004. Claims 1 to 145 are pending in the application. Claim 58 has been amended to 
clarify the claimed invention. An Affidavit of Paulina Rodgers under 37 C.F.R. §1.31 is 
submitted herewith. A Petition for a Three-Month Extension of Time is submitted 
herewith. A Terminal Disclaimer is submitted herewith. A check in the amount of 
$11 0.00 is submitted herewith to cover the cost of the Terminal Disclaimer and a check 
in the amount of $980.00 is submitted herewith to cover the cost of the three month 
extension of time. Please charge Deposit Account No. 02-1818 for any insufficiency or 
credit for any overpayment. 

The Office Action rejected Claims 1-145 under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 1-84 of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,634,945. A Temiinal Disclaimer is submitted herewith to overcome such 
rejection. Accordingly, the rejection has been overcome. 

In the Office Action Claims 1 to 14 and 16 to 145 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,632,140 to Berman et. al. {"Berman"). 

Berman is not prior art to the presently claimed invention. The presently claimed 
invention was conceived and reduced to practice prior to the effective date of Berman 
which is July 16, 2001. The accompanying Affidavit of Paulina Rodgers and the 
documents submitted therewith demonstrate that the claimed invention was conceived 
at least as early as April 17, 2001 and the presently claimed invention was reduced to 
practice before July 16, 2001. Therefore, Berman is not prior art to the presently 
claimed invention under §1 02(e). 

The claims in the present application are directed to different inventions than the 
claims in Benvan and therefore, the Affidavit of Paulina Rodgers is appropriately filed 
under 37 C.F.R § 1.131. Accordingly, because Berman is not prior art to the presently 
pending claims in view of the Affidavit submitted herein, the rejection should be 
withdrawn. 
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Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Berman In view of U.S. Patent No. 6,033,307 to Vancura et. al. {"Vancura"). Claim 15 
depends from independent Claim 1 which is in condition for allowance as discussed 
above. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits Claim 15 is also in condition for 

allowance. 

An earnest endeavor has been made to place this application in condition for 
allowance and such allowance is courteously solicited. If the Examiner has any 
questions related to this Response, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner 
contact the undersigned. 



Respectfully submitted. 



BELL, BOYD & LLOYD LLC 



BY: 




Adam H. Masia 
Reg. No. 35,602 
P.O. Box 1135 



Chicago, Illinois 60690-1135 



Phone: (312) 807-4284 



Dated: October 28. 2004 
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